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In response to the final Office Action mailed on August 15, 2006 and the 
Advisory Action mailed on October 17, 2006, please enter the following brief in support of the 
attached Pre-appeal Request for Review. A Notice of Appeal is also submitted herewith. 



Dear Sir: 
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ARGUMENTS 

Morgan does not teach or suggest the claimed list of incremental changes 

Claims 1 and 6 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over 
Morgan, U.S. Patent 6,530,073 (Morgan) in view of Falbo, U.S. Patent Publication 
2003/0163791 (Falbo). As explained in the specification on page 11, line 26 to page 12, line 2, 
the claimed list of incremental changes recited in Claims 1 and 6 includes all polygons added and 
all polygons deleted from the integrated circuit design by the engineering change order. In 
contrast to Claims 1 and 6, Morgan does not define incremental changes to the integrated circuit 
design in terms of adding and deleting polygons. In column 2, lines 50-55 cited in the advisory 
action, Morgan teaches adding and deleting cells. In contrast to Morgan, Claims 1 and 6 recite 
adding and deleting polygons. Polygons include features in an integrated circuit design that are 
not limited to cells. For example, the interconnects between cells are features in an integrated 
circuit design that include polygons apart from the cells. Accordingly, adding and deleting 
polygons does not require adding and deleting cells as alleged by the rejection. Because 
polygons may be added and deleted to an integrated circuit design without requiring the addition 
or deletion of cells, the addition and deletion of cells described in Morgan are not equivalent to 
the claimed adding and deleting polygons as alleged by the rejection. Because the addition and 
deletion of cells described in Morgan are not equivalent to the claimed adding and deleting 
polygons, Morgan does not teach or suggest the claimed list of incremental changes that includes 
all polygons added to the integrated circuit design and all polygons deleted from the integrated 
circuit design as alleged by the rejection. 

Further, the incremental changes cited by the rejection in Morgan, column 11, 
lines 35-40, are not described as being included in a list of incremental changes. Consequently, 
Morgan does not teach or suggest the claimed list of incremental changes that includes all 
polygons added to the integrated circuit design and all polygons deleted from the integrated 
circuit design by the engineering change order. Because Morgan does not teach or suggest the 
claimed list of incremental changes that includes all polygons added to the integrated circuit 
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design and all polygons deleted from the integrated circuit design by the engineering change 
order, Morgan does not teach or suggest step (e) as alleged by the rejection. Because Morgan 
does not teach or suggest step (e), the modification of Morgan proposed by the rejection fails to 
arrive at the claimed invention. Because the modification of Morgan proposed by the rejection 
fails to arrive at the claimed invention, Claims 1 and 6 are not obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 

Sung does not teach translating the claimed marked integrated circuit design database to a 
file in generic data stream format 

Claims 2 and 7 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over 
Morgan in view of Falbo, and further in view of Sung, U.S. Patent Publication 2005/0216872 
(Sung). Regarding Claims 2 and 7, the rejection errs in alleging that Sung teaches translating the 
claimed marked integrated circuit design database to a file in generic data stream format on page 
4, paragraph [0044] and in FIG. 5. In contrast to Claims 2 and 7, Sung teaches generating a GDS 
file from a physical view that represents the cumulative reticle layers that form the 
semiconductor features on the integrated circuit. The advisory action errs in alleging that 
translating a netlist is equivalent to translating the claimed marked integrated circuit design 
database, because a netlist does not necessarily distinguish polygons that were changed from 
their current state as does the marked integrated circuit design database recited in independent 
Claims 1 and 6 from which Claims 2 and 7 depend. Because translating a netlist is not 
equivalent to translating the claimed marked integrated circuit design database, Sung does not 
teach or suggest translating the claimed marked integrated circuit design database. Because 
Sung does not translate the claimed marked integrated circuit design database to generate the 
GDS file, there is no basis for assuming that the resulting GDS file in Sung would be equivalent 
to the claimed file in generic data stream format. Because there is no basis for assuming that the 
resulting GDS file in Sung would be equivalent to the claimed file in generic data stream format, 
Sung does not teach or suggest translating the claimed marked integrated circuit design database 
to the claimed file in generic data stream format as alleged by the rejection. Because Sung does 
not teach or suggest translating the claimed marked integrated circuit design database to a file in 
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generic data stream format as alleged by the rejection, the modification of Morgan proposed by 
the rejection fails to arrive at the claimed invention. Because the modification of Morgan 
proposed by the rejection fails to arrive at the claimed invention, Claims 2 and 7 are not obvious 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 

The fee for a notice of appeal is attached to this amendment. 

Respectfully submitted, 
/ Eric James Whitesell / 
Eric J. Whitesell #38657 

encl: 

(1) pre-appeal request for review 

(2) notice of appeal 
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LSI Logic Corporation 
1621 Barber Lane, M/S D-106 
Milpitas, CA 95035-7458 

Direct telephone inquiries to: 
Henry Groth 
(408) 433-4578 
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